This research aims to investigate the determinants of audit quality by using ten years of data from published and unpublished journals in Indonesia. The purpose of this research is to examine the effect of competency, independence, time budget pressure, professionalism, experience, professional skepticism, motivation, ethics, accountability, due professional care, audit complexity, objectivity, integrity, audit fee, and audit tenure on audit quality. This research applied a meta-analysis technique from a sample of 67 articles published from 2007-2016 for the purpose of accumulating and integrating various studies. This research finds that competence, independence, professionalism, experience, professional skepticism, motivation, ethics, accountability, due professional care, objectivity, integrity, audit fee, and audit tenure are significantly associated with audit quality, while time budget pressure and audit complexity are not significantly associated with audit quality. Thus, 13 variables are found to be robust test determinants of audit quality. An integrated study of this type has never been conducted before in the audit quality research field.
INTRODUCTION
Audit quality can be defined as the probability that an auditor will find and report a violation occurring in a client's financial statements. Audit quality can increase trust for users of financial statements and ensure that financial reports can be used as a reference in decision making. Many studies have been carried out to examine the factors that affect audit quality, including competence, independence, time budget pressure, professionalism, experience, professional skepticism, motivation, ethics, accountability, due professional care, audit complexity, objectivity, integrity, audit fees, and audit tenure. However, there are inconsistencies or differences in the research results of existing studies, e.g. several factors show varying results in different studies. For example, there are differences in research results when using time budget pressure (TBP) as a variable. Research by PakaYes et al. (2015) showed a positive and significant relationship between time budget pressure and audit quality, whereas a negative relationship was found in Ratha and Ramantha (2015) and Yesniartha and Ningsih (2013) . Further, SetYesni and Fauzan (2015) concluded that there was an insignificant relationship between time budget pressure and audit quality. The differences in the results of previous studies can be influenced by several factors, such as differences in sample sizes.
From the above background, the authors aimed to conduct comprehensive research into the factors that affect audit quality. Therefore, a comprehensive study was needed to determine which factors have a strong relationship with audit quality, and a metaanalysis can be an appropriate method for such an issue. Meta-analysis is a statistical technique that allows researchers to overcome the lack of narrative aspects in empirical research by accumulating statistical findings from several interrelated studies in an attempt to make quantitative generalizations and reduce statistical weaknesses from studies with small sample sizes (Ahmed et al., 2013) . Metaanalyses are popular in other disciplines, such as medical research, but they are not commonly used in the accounting literature (Pomeroy & Thornton, 2008) . While a few empirical studies have used meta-analyses in the fields of accounting and finance, none have used this method to examine inconsistencies in the factors that affect audit quality.
The other motivation for this research is to develop factors that can relate to audit quality. So far, studies in accounting only use a definite variable to test the determinants of audit quality. This study also has the purpose of analyzing inconsistent results between previous studies, whether caused by variations in measurement scales for independent or dependent variables or by other moderating variables, such as the sample size or the research location.
Many studies in Indonesia have discussed the factors affecting audit quality, since it has become a benchmark for information users in making future decisions regarding companies. Many factors affect audit quality in Indonesia. We recorded 15 variables from 67 sample articles obtained from national journals, conferences, and seminars, within a tenyear period (2007) (2008) (2009) (2010) (2011) (2012) (2013) (2014) (2015) (2016) With regard to the various factors mentioned above, there have been many inconsistencies or differences in the research results to date. For example, while the studies of Ananda (2014) , Ningsih and Yaniartha (2013), and Saripudin et al. (2012) showed that independence has a positive effect on audit quality, this result is not in line with the research of Gunawan (2012), Perdany and Suranta (2013), and Tjun et al. (2012) , which indicated that independence has no significant effect on audit quality. Chosiana and Saad (2014) , Setyani and Fauzan (2015), and Wirasuasti et al. (2014) found that competence partially affects the quality of audit, but this differs from the results of Bolang et al. (2013 ), Hastuti (2010 ), and Tarigan (2013 , which showed that competence has no effect on audit quality. With regard to the variable of auditor ethics, there are differences in the research results of Maulidya et al. (2014) , Setyani and Fauzan (2015) , and Tarigan (2013), who concluded that auditor ethics had no effect on audit quality, whereas Chosiana and Saad (2014) , Raharjo and Andini (2016), and Wardana and Ariyanto (2016) found that auditor ethics has a significant effect on audit quality. In relation to the variable of time budget pressure (TBP), there are differences in the research results of Pakaya et al. (2015) , who showed a positive and significant relationship between time budget pressure and audit quality, Ratha and Ramantha (2015) and Yaniartha and Ningsih (2013) , who found negative outcomes, and Setyani and Fauzan (2015) , who concluded that there is no significant relationship between time budget pressure and audit quality.
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES
Based on the findings of previous studies, this study developed 15 hypotheses. This study analyzed the results of audit quality research in Indonesia over a period of ten years, from 2007 to 2016, as this period was considered sufficient and representative in regard to capturing the development of a field of research. The research aimed to utilize a number of print or electronic journals. The journals used in this study included EJurnal Akuntansi, Dinamika Keuangan dan Perbankan, E-Jurnal Akuntansi Universitas UdaYesna, E-Jurnal BINAR AKUNTANSI, IM FEB, JIMAT, and many others. Thus, the data could be processed by means of the meta-analysis procedure. Other data sources obtained in this study came from a conference called Konferensi Regional Akuntansi (KRA) II, which was organized by Ikatan Akuntansi Indonesia (IAI) in Malang, East Java; national seminars, such as the National Seminar Nasional Akuntansi (SNA), Seminar Call for Papers, and Proceedings Seminar. 
Stages of Data Analysis

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
After carrying out the steps of the meta-analysis procedure, the results show that the influence of competence (COMP) on audit quality is (ṝ) = 0,275 (CI = 0,166-0,384), which indicates that competence (COMP) has a significant positive influence on audit quality. See Apendix for the meta-analysis results. 
AUDIT QUALITY
AUDIT TENURE
indicates that auditor independence has a significant positive influence on audit quality. Thus, H2 is accepted. The chi-square ( −1 2 = 126,199) calculation is bigger than the chi-square table ( 0.01 2 = 56,061), indicating that heterogeneity exists in the relationship. For the influence of time budget pressure on audit quality, the results show that (ṝ) = -0,058 (CI = -0,391-0,275), which indicates that time budget pressure has an insignificant negative influence on audit quality. Thus, H3 is rejected. With regard to the influence of professionalism on audit quality, the results show that (ṝ) = 0,494 (CI = 0,507-0,481), which indicates that professionalism has a significant positive influence on audit quality. Thus, H4 is accepted. For the influence of experience on audit quality, the results show that (ṝ) = 0,291 (CI = 0,189-0,393), which indicates that experience has a significant positive influence on audit quality. Thus, H5 is accepted. For the influence of professional skepticism on audit quality, the results show that (ṝ) = 0,392 (CI = 0,345-0,439), which indicates that professional skepticism has a significant positive influence on audit quality. Thus, H6 is accepted. With regard to the influence of motivation on audit quality, the results show that (ṝ) = 0,269 (CI = 0,140-0,398), which indicates that motivation has a significant positive influence on audit quality. Thus, H7 is accepted. For the influence of ethics on audit quality, the results show that (ṝ) = 0,328 (CI = 0,253-0,403), which indicates that ethics have a significant positive influence on audit quality. Thus, H8 is accepted. For the influence of accountability on audit quality, the results show that (ṝ) = 0,241 (CI = 0,210-0,271), which indicates that accountability has a significant positive influence on audit quality. Thus, H9 is accepted. For the influence of professional care on audit quality, the results show that (ṝ) = 0,351 (CI = 0,207-0,494), which indicates that professional care has a significant positive influence on audit quality. Thus, H10 is accepted. For the influence of audit complexity on audit quality, the results show that (ṝ) = = -0,057 (CI = -0,530-0,416), which indicates that audit complexity has an insignificant negative influence on audit quality. Thus, H11 is rejected. With regard to the influence of objectivity on audit quality, the results show that (ṝ) = = 0,270 (CI = 0,249-0,292), which indicates that objectivity has a significant positive influence on audit quality. Thus, H12 is accepted. For the influence of auditor integrity on audit quality, the results show that (ṝ) = = 0,217 (CI = 0,181-0,252), which indicates that auditor integrity has a significant positive influence on audit quality. Thus, H13 is accepted. For the influence of audit fee on audit quality, the results show that (ṝ) = = 0,429 (CI = 0,352-0,505), which indicates that audit fee has a significant positive influence on audit quality. Thus, H14 is accepted. Finally, for the influence of audit tenure on audit quality, the results show that (ṝ) = = 0,061 (CI = 0,047-0,074), which indicates that audit tenure has an insignificant positive influence on audit quality. Thus, H15 is rejected.
CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS
Conclusions
This study contained 15 variables from 67 sample articles, which were obtained from various national journals, conferences, and seminars over a ten-year period (2007) (2008) (2009) (2010) (2011) (2012) (2013) (2014) (2015) (2016) . The samples highlighted the relationships between various variables and audit quality. Therefore, this study aimed to determine the most powerful factors affecting audit quality. From the results of the meta-analysis, 13 variables can be considered as factors affecting audit quality: competence, independence, professionalism, experience, professional skepticism, motivation, ethics, accountability, due professional care, objectivity, integrity, audit fees, and audit tenure. In contrast, two other factors in this study did not have a significant relationship with audit quality, i.e. time budget pressure and audit complexity.
The magnitude of the relationships between the independent (explanatory) variables and audit quality can be influenced by the effect size and the differences between the sample articles. Data heterogeneity can be caused by several factors called moderating variables. The moderating variables used were measurement scale, the place of study, the sample size, and the publication status of the research articles.
Future Research Directions
Based on the limitations of the present study, some recommendations for future meta-analysis studies can be suggested in order to determine which factors affect audit quality: 1. To expand the meta-analysis results in determining the factors that affect audit quality, future researchers should expand the study to other countries. 
